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REMARKS 

The Applicant does not believe that examination of the foregoing 
amendment will result in the introduction of new matter into the present application for 
invention. Therefore, the Applicant, respectfully, requests that the above amendment be 
entered in and that the claims to the present application, kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Office dated May 31, 2006 has been received and considered. Claims 
1 -20 are pending in the present application for invention. Claims 1 -20 were rejected by 
the May 3 1 , 2006 Office Action. Claim 1 is objected to for a typographic error which has 
been corrected by the foregoing amendment to the claims. 

The Office Action rejected Claims ) , 3-6, 8-10 and 15-17 under the provisions of 
35 IJ.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,966,135 issued in the name of Roy 
(hereinafter referred to as Roy) , The foregoing amendment has modified the rejected claims to 
define subject matter that existed prior the previous amendment. The Applicant, respectfully, 
asserts that there is no disclosure or suggestion for the subject mage of returning a first co- 
ordinate parameter for the point selected. 

Regarding Claim 1, the Examiner states that EfiX at col. 1 1, lines 31-45 teaches a 
subject image within a browser, displaying an enlargement ofthe subject image in response to a 
user selecting a point on the subject image and displaying on that enlargement that point selected 
by the user (column 13, lines 25-29) and returning a point previously selected by the user as 
displayed on an enlargement ofthe subject mage as a first co-ordinate parameter (at column 13, 
lines 4J-46 and column 19, lines 16-17). The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees with the 
assertions contain in the Finul Office Action. Column 19, lines 41 -46 of Roy simply states that 
the user can zoom lo selected map objects before going back to the previous zoom level and 
makes no disclosure or suggestion for using any selected point as a co-ordinate parameter. 
Column 19, lines 1 6-1 7 ufjtoy simply contains a statement related to Appendix B that 
projection parameters if we support objects defined in coordinates other than lat/knT that does 
not disclose or suggest using any selected point as a co-ordinate parameter. 

The Examiner slates that EaY at col. 1 2, lines 57-62 teaches the display of 
informgiion relating to selected map objects through reports. The Applicant doc not comprehend 
the con-elation Lhat the Examiner is attempting to make. The Applicant respectfully submits that 
there is no relevance between the subject matter defined by rejected Claim 1 and the display of 
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information relating to selected map objects through reports. 

The Examiner further states that Roy at col. 5, lines 57-62 teaches defining object 
by co-ordinate values. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that Rgx at col. 5, lines 57-62 
teaches that an image is displayed using vector based data. Specifically, Roy at coL 5, lines 57- 
62 illustrates the display of objects relative to the X axis and the Y axis. There is no disclosure 
or suggestion relative to "Returning the point previously selected by the user as displayed on the 
enlargement of the subject mage as a first co-ordinate parameter.'* 

In view of the foregoing, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding the rejection to Claim 3, the rejection asserts that coL 13, lines 25-29 
and 41-44 of Rov teaches displaying a further enlargement of a previous enlargement of the 
subject image in response to a user selecting a point on that previous enlargement. The 
Applicant, respectfully, points out that there is no disclosure or suggestion for displaying a 
further enlargement of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a user 
selecting a point on that previous enlargement within Roy . 

Claims 4-5 depend from and further narrow and define Claim 1 . Therefore, since 
Claim 1 is believed to be allowable for the reasons previously stated, Claims 4-5 are also 
believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 6, the Examiner stales that Ro^ at column 12, lines 54-56 
teaches using a further point selected by the user as a second co-ordinate parameter. The 
Applicant, respectfully, points out that column 12, lines 54-56 of Ro^ states that additional map 
objects can be added to the group of previously selected map objects by holding down the 
<SITTFT> key during selection. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that simply selecting 
additional map objects does not result a further point selected by the user as a second coordinate 
parameter. There is no disclosure or suggestion within Soy for the farther point to be used as a 
second co-ordinate parameter, therefore, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Claims 8-10 depend from and further narrow and define Claim 1. Therefore, 
since Claim 1 is believed to be allowable for the reasons previously staled. Claims 8-10 are also 
believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 13, the Examiner states that T*i>y at col. 1 1, lines 3 1 -45 teaches a 
subject image within a browser, displaying an enlargement of the subject image in response to a 
aser selecting a point on the subject image and displaying on tliat enlargement that point seleded 
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by the user at column 13, lines 25-29 und identifying a point previously selected by the user as 
displayed on an enlargement of the subject mage as a first co-ordinate parameter (at column 13, 
lines 41-46 and column 19, lines 16-17). The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees. Column 19, 
lines 41-46 of Roy simply states that the user can zoom to selected map objects and go back to 
the previous zoom level; which is not a disclosure or a suggestion for identifying a selected point 
as a co-oidinate parameter. It should be noted that the subject matter defined by Claim 13 
identifies the point selected as displayed on the enlarged image. Roy simply states that the 
object is selected, not identified, and furthermore not identified as displayed. Column 19, lines 
16-17 of Roy simply contains a statement related to Appendix B thai "projection parameters if 
we support objects defined in coordinates other than lat/lon"; which also is not a disclosure or a 
suggestion for identifying the selected point as displayed as a co-ordinate parameter. 

The Examiner stales that Roy at col. 12, lines 57-62 teaches the display of 
information relating to selected map objects through reports. The Applicant doe not comprehend 
the correlation that the Examiner is attempting to make. The Applicant respectfully submits that 
there is no relevance between the subject matter defined by rejected Claim I and the display of 
information relating to selected map objects through reports. 

The Examiner further .states that Esy. at col. 5, lines 57-62 teaches defining object 
by co-ordinate values. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that Roy at col. 5, lines 57-62 
teaches that an image is displayed using vector based data. Specifically, ESSL at col. 5, lines 57- 
62 illustrates the display of objects relative to the X axis and the Y axis. There is no disclosure 
or suggestion relative to "returning the point previously selected by the user as displayed on the 
enlargement of the subject mage as a first co-ordinate parameter." 

In view of the foregoing, this rejection is, respectfully, travelled. 

Regarding the rejection to Claim 15, the rejection asserts that col. 1 3, lines 25-29 
and 41-44 of teaches displaying a further enlargement of a previous enlargement of the 
subject image in response to a user selecting a point on that previous enlargement. The 
Applicant, respectfully, points out that there is no disclosure or suggestion for displaying a 
further enlargement of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a user 
selecting a point on that previous enlargement within Roy. Therefore, this rejection is, 

respectfully, traversed. 

Claim 16 depends from and further narrows and defines Claim 1 3. Therefore, 
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since Claim 1 3 is believed to be allowable for the previously slated reasons, Claim 1 6 is also 
believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 17, the Examiner states that Roy at column 12, lines 54-56 
teaches using a further point selected by the user as a second co-ordinate parameter. The 
Applicant, respectfully, points out that column 12, lines 54-56 of Rgy states that when new map 
objects are chosen any previously chosen map objects are no longer chosen. There is no 
disclosure or suggestion within Roy for the further point to be used as a second co-ordinate 
parameter. Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 2 and 14 under the provisions of 35 
U.S,C. §103(a) as being obvious over Roy in view of UK. Application No. 2,344,037 by 
Smith (hereinafter referred to as SmithY This rejection is believed to be moot in view of 
the foregoing amendment to the claims. 

Regarding Claim X the Examiner states that Roy teaches returning the point 
selected as displayed on the enlarged image of Ihe subject image as a first co-ordinate parameter. 
As previously discussed, Roy does not return the point selected as displayed on the enlarged 
image of the subject image as a first co-ordinate parameter. 'Ihe Examiner further states that 
Smith at page 5* lines 31-37 teaches returning a selected point at a co-ordinate parameter and 
displaying a reduction of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a single user 
input. The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees. Smith at page 5 t lines 31-37 simply teaches a 
zoom out function and makes no mention of returning a selected point at a co-ordinate parameter 
and displaying a reduction of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a single 
user input. Therefore, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claim 14, the Examiner states lhal Ray identifying the point selected 
as displayed on Ihe enlarged image of the subject image as a first co-ordinate parameter. As 
previously discussed, Roy does not identify the point selected as displayed on the enlarged image 
of the subject image a$ a first co-ordinate parameter. The F.xaminer further states that Smfrh at 
page 5, lines 31-37 teaches identifying a selected point at a co-ordinate parameter and displaying 
a reduction of a previous enlargement of the subject image in response to a single user input. 
The Applicant, respectfully, disagrees. Smith at page 5, lines 31-37 simply teaches a zoom out 
function and makes no mention of identifying a selected point at a co-ordinate parameter and 
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The Office Action rejects Claims 7, * Patent No. 6, 459, 986 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or other 



urforrnatioti not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would he 
required under 37 C.F.R. 1 .99. 



In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes that the 



present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully, 



The Commissioner is hereby aiithori/xd U> charge Account No. 50-3745 tor any 



fees associated with this request for Continued Examination, including extension fess, but 
excluding issue fees, and lo credit any overpayments to the same account. 



CEftTTFTCATR OF TRANSMISSION 

1 hereby certify that this correspondence 

is being transmitted on this date via 

facsimile transmission to (571) 273-8300 AND addressed to: 

Mail SU)p: Amendment 

COMMISSIONER OF PATPNTS 

P.O. Rox 1450 

Alexandria, VA 2231 3-1450 

Date ofTransmissionr September 29, 2006 



requested. 




Jganes D. Leirnbach 
Patent Attorney, Reg. No. 34,374 




By: 



James D. Leirnbach 
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